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CONVEYANCE OF REAL PROPERTY TO SOPHRONIA 
SMILEY DELANEY AND HER SONS 


THURSDAY, MAY 21, 1959 


US. Senate, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH AND 
GENERAL LEGISLATION OF THE COMMITTEE 
oN AGRICULTURE AND ForestrY. 
Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:15 a.m. in room 324, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Hubert H. Humphrey, presiding. 


Present: Senators Humphrey, Ellender, Jordan, and Young of 
North Dakota. 
Senator Humpurey. The first bill to be considered will be S. 6, 
which we shall place in the record at this time. 
(S. 6 is as follows:) 
[S. 6, 86th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To provide for the conveyance of certain real property of the United States to Sophronia Smiley 
Delaney and her sons 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of Agriculture shall convey 
by quitclaim deed to Sophronia Smiley Delaney, Woodworth, Louisiana, and her 
sons Charles Franklin Delaney, Junior, Jimmie Scott Delaney, and Jack Richard 
Delaney, upon the payment by them to the United States of the sum of $2,500, 
all right, title, and interest of the United States in and to the real property 
described in section 2, which land was acquired by the United States at a cost 
¢ ~" for use in connection with Camp Claiborne, Louisiana, during World 

ar IT. 

Sec. 2. The real property referred to in the first section of this Act is more 
particularly described as follows: South half of northeast quarter and north half 
of southeast quarter of section 8, township 2 north, range 2 west, Louisiana 
meridian, containing 160 acres, more or less, Rapides Parish, Louisiana. 


Senator Humpurey. We will file all correspondence and reports 
which the committee has received relating to this bill. 1 have some 
here which we will make available. 


(Correspondence referred to above is as follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 


Washington, D.C., February 16, 1959. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 


Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
U.S. Senate. 


Dear SENATOR ELLENDER: This is in reply to your request of January 15, 1959, 
for a report on S. 6, a bill to provide for the conveyance of certain real property 
of the United States to Mrs. Sophronia Smiley Delaney and her sons. 

This Department recommends that the bill not be enacted. 

S. 6 would direct the Secretary of Agriculture to convey all right, title and inter- 
est of the United States in and to the S'$NEM4, N%SE, sec. 8, t. 2 N., R. 2 W., 
Louisiana meridian, containing 160 acres, more or less, to Mrs. Sophronia Smiley 
Delaney and her sons, Charles Franklin Delaney, Jr., Jimmie Scott Delaney, and 
Jack Richard Delaney, upon the payment by them of the sum of $2,500. 


1 
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The land described in the bill was purchased from the Delaney family in 1941 
for a consideration of $2,500. It was acquired by the United States for use in 
connection with Camp Claiborne. Copies supplied to us of correspondence from 
the Department of the Army indicate that the records of that Department con- 
tained no evidence of any agreement or promise to permit the former owners to 
repurchase the lands after the war. The information available to this Department 
indicates that the purchase price paid by the United States for the land represented 
its full value. In 1946 the Army declared this and other tracts in the area surplus 
and in 1947 they were transferred to this Department at the estimated fair market 
value for administration as a part of the Kisatchie National Forest pursuant to the 
Weeks Act of March 1, 1911 (36 Stat. 961). Since that time the value of this 
een increased and in 1957 it was estimated to be worth approximately 

15,000. 

This tract is located well within a large acreage of almost solid national forest 
ownership in the Kisatchie National Forest. It is within an area of about 15,000 
acres within the forest administered as the Evangeline Wildlife Management 
Area. Except for 200 acres owned by the State of Louisiana, all of this wildlife 
management area is owned by the United States. The transfer of this tract to 
private ownership would be detrimental to the most efficient administration of 
the area. Such transfer would unnecessarily complicate and increase the cost 
of the administration of the area for multiple public benefits. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
True D. Morse, Acting Secretary. 





ALEXANDRIA, La., May 19, 1959. 
Senator ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR ELLENDER: I have been contacted by Charlie Delaney, of 
Baton Rouge, asking for the support of the Senate bill No. 6 to allow him and 
his family to acquire their property from the Government which was seized back 
during the war for a gunnery range. I feel that it is tragic that Charlie and his 
family have not been able to get their land back when the Government was 
finished using it, although, they had been promised that they would get first 
chance at getting the land back. 

I want to add my voice to the cry of protests against the attitude the Govern- 
ment has taken regarding this land use and I wish to commend your work in 
helping get this Senate bill No. 6 passed. 

ours truly, 
NorMAN K. MarrtTIN, 
Roy O. Martin LuMBER Co. 


Baton Rover, La., May 18, 1959. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
U.S. Senator, Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and Foresiry, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR ELLENDER: This is written relative to 8. 6 and H.R. 2953, both 
introduced in behalf of Mrs. Sophronia Smiley Delaney and her three veteran sons. 

I first became acquainted with Mrs. Delaney and her sons in November of 1940 
when I was placed in charge of the Alexander State Forest following the death of 
her husband Charles F. Delaney. This newly widowed mother was requested 
by the Government, less than 2 months after the loss of her husband, to sell their 
one-quarter section family homestead. Her first year as a widow found her 
trying to transcend from the position of a typical, gracious, and sheltered 
southern woman to an adjusted life of total responsibility for the welfare of her 
young boys. It was during this trying first year that she was besieged by Govern- 
ment agents to sell the family homestead. The property was finally conveyed 
to the War Department during October of 1941 because of the critical wartime 
requirement of our Nation. 

The three Delaney boys are now, after their military service, responsible young 
men. Through the media of these two congressional measures, they are trying 
to regain the family homestead which would not have been sold by their 
mother except for the emotionalism pressures generated by patriotism and a new 
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way of life for her. Our Government is through with the land for the purpose 
for which it was originally purchased. The 1940-41 promises of the United States 
should be kept and Mrs. Delaney be given an opportunity (denied so far) to 
exchange the original sale money for the family property no longer essential to 
the defense of our country, 
Yours very truly, 
James E, Mrxon, 
State Forester, Louisiana Forestry Commission, 


Sennen 


HuntTsvILLE, Tex., May 18, 1959. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 


Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Senator: This is to urge that all possible be done to assure the passage 
of Senate bill 6 and companion House bill 3953. 

This bill will tend to correct a grave injustice done to the Delaney family 
(Mrs. Sophronia Smiley Delaney and her sons, Charles, Jr., Jack, and Jim) 
by the purchase of the Smiley homestead (S1/2N E1/4, NE1/2SE1/4, sec. 8, T. 2 N., 
R. 2 W., Rapides Parish, La.) as a military necessity early in World War II and 
the failure to resell this land to the family when declared surplus at the end 
that emergency. 


I thank you for your very kind consideration of this matter. 
Very truly yours, 


E. A. GOLDEN. 


Senator HumpHrey. I believe Chairman Ellender wanted to make a 
statement. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, A U.S. SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF LOUISIANA 


Senator ELLENDER. I wish to introduce Mr. Charles F. Delaney, 
the son of Mrs. Sophronia Smiley Delaney, from Woodworth, La. 
The proposal Mr. Delaney will outline is very simple. His mother’s 
land was taken by the Government during World War II in order to 
establish a rifle range. I won’t say it was taken by force, but it was 
taken under a threat of condemnation. The property involved is an 
old homestead that has been in the Delaney family or many, many 
years. When the rifle range was done away with, the property was 
declared surplus. Of course, under the law, Government agencies 
had first choice on the property. Mrs. Delaney was fourth in line. 

Nevertheless, quite a * of the tracts in this area acquired by the 
Government were deeded over to the original owners, but Mrs. 
Delaney was denied that right. 

I believe that after you hear the testimony of this young man that 
you will be as impressed as I was when I first learned of this case. It 
is my hope that the subcommittee will favorably report the bill which 
I have introduced to correct the injustice done the Delaney family. 
This is a very good case. 

Senator Humpurey. I understand you support the bill. You intro- 
duced it and support it? 

Senator ELLENDER. Yes, sir. 

Senator Youne of North Dakota. I have so much faith in the 
judgment of the chairman of the full committee that I would be 
willing to report it favorably without anything further. 

Senator ELLENDER, This young man has a good story to present. 
I have suggested that he be brief, but I do believe the subcommittee 
should hear him. 
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STATEMENT OF CHARLES F. DELANEY, BATON ROUGE, LA. 


Mr. Devaney. I am most grateful to have this opportunity to 
testify on behalf of my mother, Mrs. Sophronia Smiley Delasey and 
my two brothers Jack and James Scott, on a case of extreme injustice 
which was done our family by the U.S. Government following the 
completion of the World War II emergency. 

We have for over 11 years, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee, since the end of World War II, tried to correct. this 
injustice without success. H.R. 2953 and S. 6 will, if given favorable 
action, correct the injustice done my family. Countless hours and 
great expense have gone into our efforts to regain our property. 

This land was acquired by the War Department in the fall of 1941 
only after threats of condemnation proceedings, for use as a safety 
zone for a rifle range at Camp Claiborne, La. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I would like to 
make this point clear at this time. This land was not willingly sold 
to the War Department. My father—and I would like to say this as 
a matter of information—my father was one of the pioneers of forestry 
in Louisiana. He started the first pine tree forest in Louisiana and I 

oint this out that my father, until his death, was a great believer in 
Soitians. He, along with Mr. Henry Hardtner were responsible for 
many of the efforts in starting reforestration in Louisiana and in the 
South. 

On July 12, 1940, my father unfortunately passed from this life due 
to a severe heart attack, leaving my mother and three minor children. 

In September of 1940 the War Department began purchasing prop- 
erty for use in connection with the establishment of the Army training 
camps. One such camp was Camp Claiborne, La. 

It was determined that our 160 acres were needed in connection 
with the national defense effort as a safety zone for a rifle range in 
the northern limits of Camp Claiborne. 


Therefore we have come to you— 
they told us— 
to purchase this tract for the defense effort. 
My mother immediately protested strongly and they said: 


Mrs. Delaney, we have got to have this tract. If you can’t sell it to us willingly 
we will have to have condemnation proceedings which would be necessary because 
we have to have this tract for use in connection with the training area of Camp 
Claiborne. 

We begged them not to take the land but they went ahead anyway. 
Nothing happened on the matter and about 6 months later when they 
came back to my mother they stated that she would either have to 
sell the tract at the appraised value or that the case would necessarily 
have to go through the condemnation procedure. 

At that time, following my father’s death, she of course did not 
know exactly how to deal with the matter. I would like at this point 
to show you where the land is located on some official maps so that 
you will have some idea as to the location of the property, and then 
from there I will proceed to give you a brief explanation. Mr. Chair- 
man, do you mind if I place the map on the table? 

Senator Humpurey. Just go right ahead, sir. 

Mr. Devaney. All right, sir. 
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Senator HumpHrey. Put it out so that we can see it. 
Mr. Devaney. Mr. Chairman, in Louisiana the Kisatchie Na- 
tional Forest is broken up into divisions. Here is the town of Alex- 
andria, La., which is in central Louisiana. Southwest of that is an 
area known as the Evangeline Division of the Kisatchie National 
Forest. The area in white represents privately owned land. The 
area in green represents land owned by the U.S. Forest Service and the 
Department of Agriculture. 

These red arrows here, the first one, denotes the 160-acre home- 
stead which I am speaking of and which has been in our family for 
over 100 vears and which has the old family graveyard on the property. 

The other arrow here showing the white area is privately owned 
land at this time—in private ownership and the owner is Roy O. 
Martin. 

You might ask the question as to why is that land in private owner- 
ship at this time if the other land was procured for use in the Camp 
Claiborne training area, and I would like to state at this time that 
that 80-acre area adjoining the southwest corner of this property here 
was owned by a Negro family with numerous heirs. The War De- 
partment came to them at the same time they came to my mother for 
the purpose of acquiring that property for the same purpose. This 
tract was so involved in heirs that the U.S. War Department was 
unable at that time, and they continued to be unable until the war 
was over, to prove who owned the land so that they might buy it. 
The war ended before title to that tract passed to the United States. 

Since that time Congressman Leonard Allen, who was an attorney 
in Louisiana and who appeared before the House subcommittee with 
me on this matter yesterday, traced the title to that property and to 
the colored heirs and actually Mr. Roy O. Martin has purchased it 
twice from the heirs so far, and how many times more I don’t know 
before he will really believe he owns the property. I point that out 
to show you that this is not necessarily solid national forest ownership. 
The area does contain private lands. Everything you see in white is 
private. 

Senator Youna. Has the value increased much since the Federal 
Government took it over? 

Mr. Devaney. I am glad you asked that question. 

Senator Humpurey. The Department says that its values increased 
from $2,500 to $15,000. 

Mr. Devaney. I am certainly glad the Senator brought that 
question up. I brought with me a file of affidavits and statements 
to support this claim and I would like to quote from that with your 
permission ? 

Senator Humpurey. All right. 

Mr. Detaney. Now what. happened on this transaction, and to 
answer your question about the value of the property 

Senator JorpAan. What did they pay you for the property? 

Mr. DeLaney. $2,500, and with your permission I would like to 
read what that pertained to, how that was worded, if you dont mind 

At the time that the War Department officials approached my 
mother they said that ‘‘we have got to have this for war purposes.’ 
Well, let me read the deed. I know it is not the policy of the U.S. 
Government to try to acquire land at less than its fair value. My 
mother, as I say, was told she would be able to repurchase the property 
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and did not try to get an exaggerated price for it. The War Depart- 
ment attorneys had my mother sign this title, this deed. Now you 
have a copy of that deed in your files and the part that I want to 
speak of particularly is the part where it says: 

That the said property— 

and this is another point I wanted to make in reading this— 

that the said property has been appraised as having an actual cash value of 
$800, said appraisement having been made on August 9, 1940, at the time of this 
application by two appraisers appointed by this honorable court. 

I would like to make this remark on this matter at this time, that 
in Louisiana—and Senator Ellender will substantiate this fact—in 
Louisiana the assessment of land and property in that State is carried 
on the assessment rolls—by precedent I guess you might call it—at 
far less than the actual value of the property. I am not a lawyer 
and I am certainly not a land expert as far as the law is concerned, 
but that is a matter of fact. They showed the entire property as 
being valued at $800. 

That included the old house and the land itself. This is the point 
I would like to bring out that is very unfortunate, and I am sure that 
it was an oversight, that— 
pursuant to an order of this honorable court dated August 9, 1940, this petitioner 
has already sold all of the timber on the said property for the sum of $800 cash. 

Mr. Chairman, my father passed away on July 12, 1940. One 
month later my mother did sell some timber. She did not sell all the 
timber. She sold some timber from the property to pay off debts 
owed by my father, owned by the family, debts incurred by my 
father. This reference is in error. The point I wanted to bring out 
by reading this part of the proceeding was that this error is obvious. 
I, first of all, am a professional forester. My father, as I pointed out 
already, was in forestry until he died. The present State forester 
took over his position. 

On this tract now, and I testify before you and before God, there are 
40- to 50- and 60-year-old trees. Any professional forester can go 
in and establish, can take an increment bore and run a regression 
analysis and prove, that all the timber was not sold from the property. 
Some timber was sold, yes, and it was unfortunate. I am sure that 
this part here has been put into the record. 

Senator Humpurey. Do you have any evidence either by affidavit 
or by actual court transcript to the effect that when your mother sold 
this property to the Federal Government, regardless of the reasons 
for the sale—she made the sale—that she was told that after the war 
she could have option rights to repurchase? 

Mr. Deanery. I am glad you asked that, Mr. Chairman. I 
certainly do. 

Senator Humpurey. I think that is an important point. 

Mr. Devaney. They were there and they showed that if the land 
was not sold that condemnation proceedings would be instituted. 

Senator Humpurey. I am sure the committee is fully aware of the 
fact that if the Government wants a piece of Jand and it happens to be 
during wartime and if you are not willing to sell, they just move in 
on you. 

Mr. Detanny. I appreciate that question you asked about affi- 
davits substantiating the facts about repurchasing the land at that 
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time. I have a statement from Mr. John W. Hickman, now living in 
Alexandria, La., and presently in charge of the Federal Land Bank of 
New Orleans. Mr. Hickman was the property project manager of 
the Federal land in Rapides Parish, La., and I would like to read his 
statement and two affidavits of people that had personal knowledge 
and were in that area at that time. One of them is a jury member. 

Senator HumpuHrEY. Just read the short statement and we will file 
the rest of it for the record. 

Mr. Deanery. This statement of John W. Hickman reads as 


follows: 
ALEXANDRIA, La., May 15, 1959. 
To Whom It May Concern: 


I, John W. Hickman, do hereby certify that I was the project manager of the 
Rapides Parish office under the Federal Land Bank of New Orleans which handled 
the disposal of the surplus land acquired by the War Department of the United 
States for use in connection with Camp Claiborne, La. 

The purpose of this statement is to substantiate the affidavit of Mrs. Sophronia 
Smiley Delaney wherein she states that she contacted me immediately upon re- 
ceiving the notice of sale of surplus propery which had been mailed listing former 
owners as having fourth priority. told Mrs. Delaney, as stated in her affidavit, 
that the priorities as set up by the surplus-property law gave the Federal Govern- 
ment first priority, State and local governments second priority, and former 
owners fourth priority and that if the Federal and the State and local governments 
did not exercise the priorities granted them, she as former owner could then exercise 
her rights to repurchase her proprety. 

The Forest Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, did exercise its first priority 
immediately and purchased the Delaney property from the War Department 
through the Federal land bank under applicable provisions. 

The above statement is true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

JoHN W. HICKMAN, 

Witness: 

E.otsE KENNEDY. 


Mr. Detaney. Now here is a statement from Mr. Charles J. 
Greene, Jr. Mr. Greene served on the land appraisal jury whereby 
the War Department was acquiring the property. Mr. Greene’s 


statement reads as follows: 
May 16, 1959. 
To Whom It May Concern: 

I, Charles J. Greene, Jr., a resident of Colfax, La., do hereby affirm that I 
served on the land appraisal jury, Alexandria, Rapides Parish, La., which approved 
appraisal values of the land acquired by the War Department, United States of 
America, for use during the World War II national emergency. 

In all cases the Government authorities and the presiding judge gave us, the 
jury, to understand that the landowners from whom the land was being acquired 
would be given first priority to repurchase their land after the need for national 
defense purposes was completed. Further, we were given to understand and 
landowners were told that the land would be reconveyed to the former owners 
after the emergency in all cases at the same price which the War Department 
paid for the property, except in cases where damages done the land while in War 
Department ownership, which land would be sold back to the former owners for 
their original acquisition cost to the War Department less the damages done the 
property by the War Department. 

For the above reasons I most sincerely urge that the Congress of the United 
States take appropriate and favorable action to correct the injustice done 
Mrs. Sophronia Smiley Delaney and her children, wherein the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture holds their 160 acres of land, acquired by the War Department for 
use during World War IT emergency. 

Favorable action on Senate bill 6 and H.R. 2953 will correct a long overdue 
unfortunate situation of, injustice done the Delaney family in connection with 
the Camp Claiborne training area purchase of 1941. 

(Signed) CuHarues J. GREENE, Jr., 
Grant Parish, Colfax, La, 
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Senator HumpHrey. How long have you been trying to get this 
land? 

Mr. Denaney. I have been at this since 1947. 

Senator Humpurey. And your mother? 

Mr. Detaney. My mother since 1947. 

Senator Humpurey. Are there any other families around the area 
that are similarly affected? 

Mr. Deanery. There are some other families which were treated 
the same way, but they gave up. These people in this area were 
poor people, some of them Negroes, that did not have money nor the 
education or knowledge of how to try to get the property bac ‘k. They 
assumed that the United States of America had it and it would be a 
costly and difficult thing to try to get it back. 

Senator HuMPHREY Why do you want this property back? 

Mr. Dexaney. This is the homestead, 160 acres that was in the 
family for over 100 years. 

Senator Humpurey. Do you want to live on this land? 

Mr. Devaney. If I ever build a home I would like to build a home 
on this property. 

Senator Humpurey. Do you think there is any oil on the property? 

Mr. Deanery. I am glad you asked that question. 

Senator Humpurey. I am going to ask all of the essential questions. 

Mr. Devaney. I appreciate your asking the question and I want 
to clearly state the case. That was the only point in the agreement 
that the War Department kept. We have all the oil and mineral 
rights that there may be and they told us it would show good faith 
that the land would be returned to us, the deed to the land. 

Senator Humpurey. I wanted to make sure the deed read that way. 

Mr. Devaney. We had reserved all oil and mineral rights and these 
rights were not to be exploited or developed without written permis- 
sion from us and that was one of the parts of the agreement that was 
in writing, we have those rights and they are good forever, but. what 
good are they? 

Senator Humpurey. If you cannot get to them, that is right. 

Mr. Detanry. If the United States holds the land—I believe in 
the U.S. Forest Service. lam a professional forester and I have grown 
up in it, and I have statements from the chairman of the forestry 
commission and the executive director of the Louisiana Forestry 
Association, the assistant State forester of the Louisiana Forestry 
Commission, the chief of forest management, Louisiana Forestry Com- 
mission, and the assistant chief of forest management for the Louisi- 
ana Forestry Commission. Then I have a statement from Charles 
H. Jeter, the former chairman of the Louisiana Forestry Commission, 
and one of the outstanding forestry leaders in Louisiana. Those 
people have been familiar with this case for a number of years and they 
all urge that the injustice done my family be corrected. 

Therefore I would like to say this, that I know the U.S. Forest Service 
as an agency is one of the most efficient in the Government depart- 
ments and I have no personal animosity or personal reason other than 
to correct this injustice. I know they are doing a good job. I know 
that the most intensive forestry practices have not been carried out. 
Some poles and pilings were harvested and the Department realized 
a nice financial return and I am sure that the U.S. Forest Service when 
they presented an adverse report, in all consciousness if they realize 
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what the facts are that they would not have rendered that adverse 
report. 

One point in the adverse report is unfortunate and I am sure once 
the oversight on the part of the U.S. Forest Service is brought out— 
they stated that the area now covers game management area and other 
than 200 acres of it is in Federal ownership. That was a most un- 
fortunate remark. It was an erroneous remark. 

Senator Humpurey. You dispute that? 

Mr. Deanery. Yes, sir. The 80 acres next to ours is in private 
ownership at this time. Roy O. Martin is the owner. 

Senator Humpurey. Is this a game management area? 

Mr. De.anny. Yes, sir; 15,000 acres is in game management area 
and if this area is reconveyed to my family the same practices and 
agreement as carried out by the Roy O. Martin tract in regard to 
game management practices will be carried out in this. 

Senator Humpurey. How can we be assured of that? Can we 
make some reference to that? 

Mr. Detaney. You can make any reference to that deemed 
desirable by the Congress. 

Senator Humpnrey. During this period of time you paid no taxes 
on this, but likewise you had no opportunity to accrue any income 
from it. Do you feel that vou ought to repurchase this at exactly 
the same sum of money that your mother got for it some 12 or 15 
years ago? 

Mr. Detaney. I have another map here that shows the lands that 
former owners managed to get back from the Government bought 
under the identical, same procedure. The deeds ran exactly the same. 
The verbal agreement that the court, as Mr. Greene pointed out in his 
statement, they told the people that they would have first priority 
or first option to repurchase it and they got the same notice of sale 
and were fourth on the priority list and this area was inside the borders, 
the boundary of Kisatchie National Forest. These people had a 
similar situation. One of them was the late Congressman George 
Long, who passed this life some time ago. They took the initiative 
and called a group of citizens to Colfax and protested to the then 
Congressman Allen and there was a request approved by the U.S. 
Forestry Service that they would waive the priority or pass up their 
priority in favor of the former owners in this area in spite of the fact 
that the Forest Service land completely surrounds these tracts. 

Senator Humpurey. Just as it does in your case? 

Mr. Devaney. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpnrey. You are saying this is a comparable area under 
comparable circumstances and a similar type of title or deed? 

Mr. Deanery. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpnrey. And it was acquired in the war years for mili- 
tary purposes but the land was surrendered back to the original 
owners. Is that what you are saying? 

Mr. Devaney. That is correct and 70 out of 101 owners in this 
area regained their property. 

Senator Humpurey. Is that a national forestry area? 

Mr. Deuanry. This is the Catahoula Division of the Kisatchie 
National Forest. 

Senator Humpurey. What you are saying is that this is one na- 
tional forest area under the control of the U.S. Forest Service but it 
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is divided up into divisions. The division you are presently referring 
to is not the division in which the property is but it is nevertheless a 
part of the national forest? 

Mr. Dzeaney. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpnrey. In the area where your property is, did any 
of the others owners get their property back? 

Mr. DeLanry. None that were in the boundaries of the Kisatchie 
National Forest did. In this case there was no group pressure to 
pressure to ask them to waive their priorities. 

Senator Youne. They got their land back at whatjprice? 

Mr. Deanery. They were allowed to repurchase the land at the 
same price. Many of these tracts surrounding this area here, which 
were surrounded by national forests, were resold to the original 
owners by the United States of America within Kisatchie National 
Forest at the same price or less, depending on damages done to the 
property while the War Department had it in ownership. 

And this, I would like to state here, is the example of the final con- 
veyance term being the same property acquired by the United States 
of America under date, in this case from the Urania Lumber Co., 
dated so forth and so forth, and this is recorded in book 74 on page 
334 and it was reconveyed at the same price as acquired by the War 
Department, United States of America, by the Federal Farm Mortgage 
by Jack Higden, vice president. 

Senator Humpurey. You have this body of evidence and vou dis- 
played it at the other body in the House? 

Mr. Deanery. Yes, sir; I did. 

Senator Humpurey. The materials that vou have? 

Mr. De.aney. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. You don’t regard these as private possessions 
but rather as public documents in support of the bill S. 6? 

Mr. Deuaney. That is correct. 

Senator Humpurey. I want to mention that we have some other 
letters relating to this and rather than go through those I think we 
ought to make them a part of this record. Then we can have an 
executive session here and determine what we want to do about. this 
bill. I think Mr. Delaney has presented a very excellent record in 
his behalf in his own case. Maybe you want to ask some questions 
at this time. Senator Jordan, do you have any questions? 

Senator Humpurey. Senator Young? 

Senator Youne. I don’t have any. 

Senator Humpurey. We will include your complete statement in 
the record as.if you presented every word because we have it in type- 
written form. 

(Prepared statement of Charles F. Delaney follows:) 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am most grateful to have 
this opportunity to testify on behalf of my mother, Mrs. Sophronia Smiley Delaney 
and my two brothers, Jack and James Scott, on a case of extreme injustice which 
was done our family by the U.S. Government following completion of the World 
War II emergency. 

We have for over 11 years since the end of World War ITI, tried to correct this injus- 
tice without success. H.R. 2953 and 8. 6 will, if given favorable action, correct 
the injustice done my family. Countless hours and great expense have gone into 
our efforts to regain our property. 

This land was acquired by the. War Department in the fall of 1941 only after 


threats of condemnation proceedings, for use as a safety zone for rifle range, 
Camp Claiborne; La: The land was not willingly sold to the War Department. 
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The threat of condemnation proceedings is contained in the tutorship proceedings 
which were required because my father had died a few months previous, leaving 
my mother and three minor children, Jack, age 11, Jimmie, age 9, and Charles, 
age 13. My mother had begged the Quartermaster Corps officers to lease rather 
than force the sale of the land but they refused to do so stating that this was 
impossible because of the War Department procurement policy and regulations. 
The officers stated that if we did not fight the condemnation proceedings and 
would sell the land willingly, that after the national emergency was over the land 
would either be given back or sold back for the original acquisition price less 
damages. They also stated that to show good faith, that all the oil and mineral 
rights could be reserved and were good forever but could not be exploited or 
developed without permission of the War Department. 

The family cemetery is on this place and would’not have been sold at any 
price had not condemnation proceedings been threatened by the War Depart- 
ment because of the stated need in connection with the national emergency. 

The Forest Service, Department of Agriculture, tried to buy this property in 
the early 1930's. At that time they were advised that the land was not for sale. 
(The land was inside the Kisatchie National Forest purchase boundary and 
adjoining other privately owned tracts which they also tried without success to 
acquire.) 

In 1947 Camp Claiborne became surplus to the War Department and disposal 
was undertaken by the War Assets Administration through the Federal land 
bank, New Orleans. The notice of sale of these lands for the Camp Claiborne 
area was handled by the Alexandria, La., project office with Mr. John D. Hickman 
in charge. On receipt of the notice of sale we found that the following priorities 
were indicated: 

. Government agencies. 

. Reconstruction Finance Corporation for resale to small business. 
3. State and local governments. 

. Former owners. 

. Tenants of former owners. 

. Veterans and spouse of and children of deceased servicemen. 

. Owner operators. 

. Nonprofit institutions. 

It is truly amazing that former owners were placed fourth on the priority list 
to repurchase their lands even in spite of the purpose for which the lands were 
purchased by the War Department and in spite of the manner in which they 
went about it—threatening condemnation proceedings, and otherwise forcing the 
sale from private ownership to the Government. 

On finding that we were fourth on the priority list to repurchase our land, my 
mother immediately contacted Mr. John D. Hickman, the project manage for. 
Rapides Parish, and he advised that the notice of sale was according to law and 
that my mother would have to wait and see if the higher priority holders would 
decline to exercise their priority within the allotted time. 

Several days later my mother again contacted Mr. Hiekman and he advised 
that the U.S. Forest Service, Department of Agriculture, had exercised their first 
priority and that he was very sorry. We had just been the victim of an apparently 
selfish land grab by the Federal Government which had been unsuccessful to pro- 
cure the land prior to the forceful threat of condemnation proceedings by the 
War Department. The Department of Agriculture discounted the reason and 
method by which and through which the land had been procured for use during 
the World War II emergency. This type action causes loyal citizens to lose faith 
in the Government. 

Unknown to Mr. Hickman, of the Alexandria office, Federal land bank project 
office, or to us (at the time), people who were placed in the same unfortunate and 
unjust position in the War Department land acquisition and disposal deal, also 
within the Kisatchie National Forest purchase boundary; namely, the Breezy 
Hill Artillery Range Area, received the identical same notice of sale showing the 
same priorities; i.e., Government agencies first priority with, the former owners 
listed fourth to repurchase their lands which had been acquired by the War 
Department also for use in the World War II emergency. The deeds read the 
same (exactly) and the same promise (verbal) to return the land to original 
owners after need for the national emergency was over. On-the-ground. proof 
exists as to just how and why the people in that area were successful in repurehas- 
ing their land in spite of the first priority granted the Government and in spite of 
the fact that most of this land was forest land by description, most tracts being 
completely surrounded by national forest lands. 
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What actually happened was that several influential citizens who were per- 
sonally affected by virtue of having land involved, took the initiative and called 
a meeting of the landowners involved at Colfax, La., and formed a protest group 
of very angry citizens whom had received the notice of sale giving them fourth 
priority as former owners of the land. This group pressure was instrumental in 
getting former Congressman Leonard Allen (Congressman at the time) to per- 
suade the Forest Service, Department of Agriculture, to relinquish their intended 
effort to acquire the property of the above-noted landowners. 

The deeds in our case read exactly the same as those deeds above to the United 
States and the land was resold to the original and former owners for the exact 
price the land was acquired by the War Department with the only exception 
being that some of the land was returned for the original price the Government 
had paid, less damages claimed done the land by the War Department. I have 
a partial list of these landowners and all of them indicate that they would be very 
happy to testify on the injustice almost imposed on them wherein the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, Forest Service, tried to exercise the first priority granted 
them and acquire their land since it was within the purchase boundary of Kisatchie 
National Forest and many of the tracts completely surrounded by national forest 
land at the time. 

An adverse report from the Department of !Agriculture indicates that the 
property in question was appraised in 1957 as being worth $15,000, only 9 years 
and a few months after acquisition by the Forest Service, Department of Agri- 
culture. In view of the fact that the Forest Service has planted no trees, added 
absolutely nothing to the property and the only significant action has been a 
timber harvest by the Department which netted a nice financial return, I would 
say that the Forest Service has been adequately compensated for any adminis- 
trative or other expense which they might claim in connection with the holding 
and management of this property since acquisition by that agency. Other lands 
procured by the War Department for this same World War II emergency were 
returned at the time of the Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, acquisition 
of this property at the actual acquisition cost to the War Department of the 
United States. Therefore, if the Government had kept its promise in 1947, the 
same procedure would have been followed in our case. 

The Department of Agriculture does not care to consider the fact that available 
evidence exists showing continuous effort on the part of my family since 1947 to 
correct the injustice imposed by the Government in disposal of the property. 
This seems to be conclusive proof that the Department of Agriculture has a selfish 
interest rather than an interest in seeing justice done in this case. It would be 
interesting to show that amount of funds transferred from the Department of 
Agriculture to the War Department in connection with acquisition by that agency 
in the latter part of 1947. Iam sure that it was transferred to that agency at the 
acquisition cost to the Government (War Department) as represented by the 
purchase price in the fall of 1941 since the War Department resold similar tracts 
to the original owners at that same acquisition cost as and at the time declared 
surplus to the needs of the War Department. 

I do not feel that the financial aspects should have a bearing on this case; 
however, I am a professional forester and in addition some of the most skilled 
and highly recognized foresters in Louisiana have offered to assist in preparing a 
scientifically accurate regression analysis and projection analysis so as to accu- 
rately appraise the property for past, present, and future consideration, if your 
committee feels that this has a bearing on the case. 

The adverse report from the Department of Agriculture is false. 

There is, contrary to the adverse report by the Department of Agriculture, 
definitely an 80-acre tract in the same section, township, and range and adjoining 
the southwest corner of our 160-acre tract in question—the aforementioned tract 
is in private ownership—owner Roy O. Martin. Therefore the land within the 
wildlife management area is not all public land as indicated by the Department of 
Agriculture report to you. This wildlife management area is the result of a 
State-Federal agreement whereby the Louisiana Wildlife and Fisheries Commis- 
sion carries out the wildlife management program on this area of the Kisatchie 
National Forest. There would be no change in this should the land return to 
our ownership—the same procedure as the Martin tract would be followed. 

The above-noted erroneous information by the Department of Agriculture 
may have been due to lack of knowledge in the matter of the private land adjoining 
the tract of land in question; however, the submission of such information as 
that in an adverse report affecting and having possible bearing on such an im- 
portant matter is almost inexcusable. 
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The Department of Agriculture tries to stand behind the wording “‘the transfer 
of this tract to private ownership would be detrimental to the most efficient 
administration of the area and such transfer would unnecessarily complicate and 
increase the cost of the administration of the area for multiple public use benefits.”’ 
In other words, private ownership should not exist, in the opinion of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, notwithstanding the injustice imposed on the former owner 
by its method of acquisition by taking advantage of the original forceful means of 
acquisition by the War Department. 

It is almost unthinkable that the Congress of the United States would allow 
injustices of this type to stand uneorrected. 

I served the United States as a paratrooper during World War II from 1944 
until 1947, serving 19 months in the Pacific Theater of Operations only to return 


-home to find that the War Department had broken’a promise and allow ed the 


Forest Service to purchase the old home place. I again served this country during 
the Korean war, having been called to active duty from the Reserves. My 
youngest brother also served with the Marines during the Korean conflict and my 
other brother, Jack, served in the C.I.C., U.S. Army. . I feel that we have served 
the United States as loyal citizens and that the Congress should see to it that the 
injustice which 8. 6 and H.R. 2953 would correct is given favorable action. 

I have also served the interests of forestry to the best of my ability and am proud 
to have received honorable mention for the Charles E. Dunbar Civil Service 
League Award as a result of my performance record with the Louisiana Forestry 
Commission. Two employees of the Louisiana Forestry Commission were 
nominated for this first annual Charles E. Dunbar Award—Forest Ranger Alvin 
Smiley, Rapides Parish, and myself. Ranger Smiley received one of the nine 
awards for his over 25 years of outstanding service to forestry and I received 
honorable mention. I point this out to you not for the purpose of bragging but 
to show that I certainly am aware of the forestry considerations of the Department 
of Agriculture by virtue of service in the field. . Forest ranger, Alvin Smiley, hav- 
ing been responsible for all forestry activities as related to privately owned lands 
as well as cooperative assistance rendered in fire detection and. suppression on 
national forest land, is personally aware of the injustice in this case and has full 
knowledge of the injustice of the matter. His statement in the form of an affidavit 
is attached hereto. Mr. John D. Hickman, who handled the notice of sale of the 
property declared surplus by the War Department in 1947 has advised that he 
will also substantiate the fact that my family tried to repurchase the land at that 
time—this and the files available should prove without question that continuous 
effort has been made since the War Department declared it surplus, to reacquire 
the property. 

I have made available to the subcommittee a brochure of facts, including 
affidavits and statements supporting this case. I do not ask that this material 
be incorporated into the printed records of the hearings in the event such are 
prepared, but I do request that they be made a part of the committee files on this 
legislation and that the information supplied therein be made available to the 
Department of Agriculture and, of course, members of the subcommittee for their 
use and consideration. 

A list of the above-mentioned materials are as follows: 

1. Affidavit: Mrs. Sophronia Smiley Delaney, widow of the late Charles F. 
Delaney, Sr., deceased July 12, 1940, and mother of Charles, Jack, and Jimmie 
Delaney, former owner of land in question. 

2. Affidavit: Charles, Jr., Jack, and Jimmie Delaney, sons of above-mentioned 
Mrs. Sophronia Delaney. 

3. Statement: Mr. John D. Hickman, project manager (1947) Rapides Parish 
office under Federal Land Bank of New Orleans which handled disposal of Camp 
Claiborne lands. 

4. Statement: Charles J. Greene, Jr., member of Rapides Parish Federal land 
appraisal jury, War Department land acquisition, World War II emergency. 

5. Affidavit: R. Mason Smith, citizen, Rapides Parish, 64 years living in 
vicinity of Delaney land in question. 

6. Affidavit: Alvin Smiley, forest ranger, Rapides Parish (winner of the first 
annual Charles E. Dunbar Civil Service Award, 1959, for outstanding service to 
= of forestry. 

: Affidavit: Luther Delaney, uncle and neighbor, lifelong citizen of Rapides 
atti 
8. Statement: James H. Kitchens, Jr., executive director, Louisiana Forestry 

Association (one of the most highly respected in the Nation). 
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9. Statement: W. M. Palmer, assistant State forester, Louisiana Forestry 


Commission. 
10. Statement: Erin R. Gunter, chief, forest management, Louisiana Forestry 


Commission. 
11. Statement: H. D. Story, Jr., assistant chief, Forest Management, Louisiann 


Forestry Commission. 

12. Statement: W. C. Valentine, chief, forest protection, Louisiana Forestry 
Commission. 

13. Statement: Lonnie B. White, district forester, Louisiana Forestry Com- 


mission, Monroe, La. 
14. Statement: Hermon B. Williams, Sr., citizen, East Baton Rouge Parish, La. 


15. Statement: Conrad A. St. Romain, citizen, East Baton Rouge Parish, La.; 
chief forest accountant, Louisiana Forestry Commission. 

16. Statement: Howell C. Cobb, citizen, Rapides Parish, La.; president, 
American Pine Seed Co. and former forest superintendent, Louisiana Forestry 
Commission, Woodworth, Rapides Parish, La. 

17. Statement: Luther Allen, citizen, Rapides Parish, La. 

18. Statement: John H. Greene, district forester, Louisiana Forestry Commis- 
sion, Olla, La. 

19. Statement: Edward C. Cordon, citizen, Rapides Parish, La. 

20. Statement: Charles H. Jeter, former chairman, Louisiana Forestry Com- 
mission, who has been one of the top forestry officials in the Nation for years. 

21. Statement: W. H. Kilpatrick, chairman, Louisiana Forestry Commission. 

22. Letter: James E. Mixon, State forester (director of the Louisiana Forestry 
Commission and one of the most outstanding and highly recognized professional 
foresters in the Nation). 

23. Letter: Cameron C. Minard, district attorney, 28th judicial district, 
Louisiana, who has personal knowledge of case. 

24. List: Lands acquired by War Department and returned after protest by 
group action of former owners. Land returned for same price as War Department 
paid for it and in some cases less where damages done while in their ownership. 

25. Letter: J. H. Michaelis, major general, Chief, Legislative Liaison, Wash- 
ington, D.C. 

26. Letter: A. M. Jacoby, colonel, Corps of Engineers, Little Rock, Ark. 

27. Letter: General Services Administration, 1951, one of many letters written 


on this case. 
28. Official map showing Delaney land, private land adjoining, and Kisatchie 


National Forest ownership. 

29. Official map showing Breezy Hill Artillery Range area where land returned 
to former owners after protest as a group; relationship to Kisatchie National 
Forest ownership shown. 

Mr. Deanery. This is my first time in Washington, D.C., and the 
first time to be in the Capital of the United States and certainly the 
first time to appear before the Congress of the United States and I 
want to say that I am extremely proud and grateful for the opportu- 
nity. Ialso want to express my sincere appreciation for the outstand- 
ing courtesy shown me here this morning and during the 2 days that 
I have been here in Washington. I appeared at my own personal 
expense and I am proud and grateful that you gave me this 
opportunity. 

Senator Humpurey. You do a wonderful job and we want to com- 
pliment you. I have never heard anyone do a better job of presenta- 
tion. The business of Congress is to be of service to the citizens. 
You are the bosses and we are just the hired men around here. 

Mr. Deanery. I certainly appreciate that and I have faith and 
confidence I did not have before. 

Senator Jorpan. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Humpurey. Senator Jordan. 

Senator Jorpan. It is certainly the duty of all members of Congress 
to see that justice is done and that nothing is done to the citizens of 
the United States that is not fair to them. 
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Mr. Dexaney. I appreciate that, sir. 

Senator Humpprey. We have a Forest Service man here, Mr. 
Reynolds Florance. Why don’t you stay here, Mr. Delaney? 

Mr. Detaney. I have already met Mr. Florance. 

Senator HumpHrey. Don’t worry about appearing against the 
Government. That is a great old American privilege. 

Senator Jorpan. I want to ask one question if I might, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator HumMpHREY. Yes, sir. 

Senator JoRDAN. You stated that during the time that the Federal 
Government has owned this property they have taken some timber 
from it and some poles and pilings. In other words, they have 
received some revenue from the property? 

Mr. Devaney. Yes, sir; they have, and in my work, as I have 
pointed out, I have naturally observed the management of this land 
continuously since 1947, since my family has been trying to reacquire 
it, and I will say that the U.S. Forestry Service is a great Federal 
agency and I think they are doing a wonderful job, but I realize that 
they are unable over the Nation to do intensive forestry management 
practices, That area is in need of intensive forest management prac- 
tices that have been unable to be carried on and I think that is not due 
to lack of management know-how. It is just because it is such a big 
area and they are trying to apply the best management practices 
overall and that is the only reason that this particular part of the land 
was not brought up to what I would call intensive forest management 
practices. 

Senator HumpHrey. Thank you very much. Go ahead, Mr. 
Florance. We are happy to have you here representing the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 
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Mr. Fiorance. I am Director of the Division of Legislative 
Reporting of the Forest Service. 

I am happy to be here this morning to present the views of the 
Department on this bill. The committee has before it the Depart- 
ment’s report of February 16, 1959. 

Senator HumpHrey. The report has been made a part of the 
record. 

Mr. Fiorance. I have no prepared statement. There is one 
matter though that has been mentioned in connection with the De- 
partment’s report that I would like to correct. 

Senator Humpurey. Go right ahead. 

Mr. Fiorance. In the Department’s report it was stated that this 
particular tract is within an area of approximately 15,000 acres within 
the forest administered as the Evangeline Wildlife Management Area, 
and then we say: 

Except for 200 acres owned by the State of Louisiana, all of this wildlife manage- 
ment area is owned by the United States. 

This hearing came up yesterday on the companion bill in the House 
and the question was raised as to the accuracy of that statement and 
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“particularly the ownership of the 80 acres touching the Delaney tract 
on the southwest corner. The statement in our report was based on 
a report that had been submitted to us by one of our field officers, and 
I must say that we are embarrassed to find upon checking on it that 
this statement is inaccurate. This 80-acre tract, plus the other two 
tracts that comprise the 200 within those 15,000 acres are not State- 
owned but instead are privately owned. We do not feel that this 
difference changes the Department’s position in any way. 

Senator Humpnrey. It is good of you to correct the error. May I 
ask a question about Mr. Delaney’ s comments relating to the other 
division in the forest area where some 100 parcels of land had been 
sold during the World War II and 70 tracts had been recaptured or 
reclaimed by the former owners. Is that true? 

Mr. Fiorancr. I believe that is correct. I cannot give you the 
exact information on that but I do understand that a number of tracts 
which the Army had acquired and which were declared surplus by it, 
that the opportunity was given to the former owners to purchase them. 

In connection with that the policy of the Forest Service was that 
within national forest boundaries the Forest Service would in effect 
waive its priority rights to have the land transferred to it where the 
land was suitable for agriculture and was desired by the former owner 
for home purposes. In that area it had been indicated that there was 
a desire of a number of the former owners to reacquire their lands and 
as to those that were suitable for agriculture and were desired for home 
purposes, the Forest Service did not exercise its priority rights. 

Within the particular area that we are concerned with here the 
Delaney tract was part of a number of tracts that the Army declared 
surplus. All of these red tracts on this map were acquired by the 
Forest Service through the transfer of the surplus property. 

This dark line here outlines the game management area that has 
been referred to, and these red tracts joined with the tracts which 
the Forest Service already had and made a rather solid Federal owner- 
ship quite suitable for management. 

Senator Humpnrey. Can’t you have game management practices 
in an area where you have some private ownership? 

Mr. Frorance. It is possible, but the more solid the Federal owner- 
ship the easier it is to manage, particularly for that purpose. 

Senator Humpurey. What about the right of the people to own the 
land? You did not own it before the war. The principal purpose 
isn’t for Federal ownership but for private ownership. The burden 
of proof it seems to me is on the Government as to why it should own 
anything. 

Now don’t misunderstand me. I think the Federal Government 
should own something. But the obvious weight of evidence is on the 
side of the individual. He is the one that is entitled to the oppor- 
tunity of ownership unless there are compelling reasons to the 
contrary. 

Mr. Fiorance. Yes, sir. Under the Surplus Property Act the 
priority outlined and the first priority under it was given to other 
Federal agencies, which of course included the Department of Agri- 
culture. Under that priority the Forest Service desired to have 
transferred to it those properties which it had examined and deter- 
mined were suitable for administration as a part of the national forest, 
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and that determination was made in connection with each of these 
parcels. 

Senator Humpurey. | think you are very legal. Don’t misunder- 
stand me. I think that; you. exereised your legal rights under that 
terminology. You could have waived your rights, as you did in some 
other instances where land was of a different character... I. think it. 
gets down to be a problem, from my point of view, of just plain old 
simple justice. There is..a difference between justice and sometimes 
one’s legal rights.. Now that is just my point. of view. 

Senator JorDAN. I would like to put something in the record myself. 

Senator HumpuRrey. Yes, sir. 

Senator JorRDAN. I know of a good many instances similar to this 
where the Government has come in as an emergency situation and 
said, ‘‘You will sell it or we will take. it.”’..The emergency is over 
and somebody else wants it. You can keep on applying that proce- 
dure until they own the whole business. I think the property owner 
is.entitled to the advantage. They took it away under an emergency 
and he wants it back. 

Senator Youna. In fact in our State we give a certain priority to 
the owner. 

Mr. Deanery. I don’t guess I have the opportunity to say any- 
thing else? 

Senator Humpprey. You do. This is a great free country and I 
like hearings where we let people speak for themselves. 

Mr. Detaney. I don’t think any citizen of this Nation and that 
includes me and my family, would try to keep the United States, 
during time of war, from acquiring property that is needed in the 
national interest, and that is the same spirit in which we carried this 
out in good faith. The War Department procured it under threat 
of condemnation and the surplus property law is seemingly unfortu- 
nate—to me at least the application is unfortunate—and that is the 
Surplus Property Act of 1944 is the legal authority cited in the disposal 
of the property, and it seems to me that the United States did not 
have the intent to back up on the promises made in 1941, 3 years prior 
and actually 4 years prior to the Surplus Property Act of 1944 which 
set up Government agencies first in the priority, the RFC second and 
State and local governments third priority and former owner. fourth, 
and so on. 

Senator Humpurey. Most of the surplus property was tangible 
equipment like buildings and machinery, or sites like at New Brighton 
or Rosemont near Minneapolis, and big powerplants. I have been 
involved in the surplus property program ever since I have been .in 
Congress. 

For instance, the Government built hospitals during the war over 
and above what they have needed since the end of the war and they 
have been made available to States and to the Indian Service; and for 
a period of time we had surplus prisons and we even gave those to 
some of the States. There were not. very many private people who 
wanted those. I think that the law which was developed for the 
transfer of property was of a constricted nature referring to buildings 
and machines, and the land which was involved was primarily those 
sites where there were vast improvements on the land and when the 
Federal Government puts in sewers and pipes and water, then there is 
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some additional right of the Government to use it. Wouldn’t that 
be your interpretation of it? 

Senator YounG. This was your homestead, you say? 

Mr. Deanery. Yes, the Forest Service tore the house down after 
acquiring the property, the old house. 

Senator Jorpan. This game—what do you call it? 

Mr. FiorAnce. Evangeline Wildlife Management Area. 

Senator Jorpan. I still think people’s homesites are worth more 
than rabbits. 

Mr. Deanery. The same proposition as carried out by the private 
ownership of Roy O. Martin in relation to the game management will 
be upheld in our case if the Congress will approve favorable action of © 
reconveyance of the property to us, and any stipulation or limitation 
may be included in the conveyance that would insure that, if it is the 
desire of the Government. 

Senator Jorpan. Don’t be too generous. They will fix it up so that © 
you cannot walk on your own land. 

Senator Younc. You had a Government game management pro- | 
gram previous to the Government acquiring this property, did you? 

Mr. Frorance. I cannot tell you exactly when this game manage- 
ment area was established. It may have been there before 1947 
when this property was transferred to the Forest Service or it may 
have been set up afterward. I can find out, if you would like to have 
me do that, and let you know. 

Senator Youna. 1 innagithe there are quite a few game manage- 


ment areas in the United States that contain some private property. 


Senator Humpurey. I am sure there are. The Forest Service 
likes to put together, and justly so, contiguous pieces of property. | 
Frankly, it is better and easier to administer that way. Sometimes” 
there are parcels that are exchanged. 

Do you have anything else you want to say, Mr. Florance? 

Mr. Fiorance. No, sir. That is all. " 

Senator Humpnrey. I am glad that you could come up here, and” 
I really mean it, It seems to me it is the duty of the Congress to’ 
find the time to listen ‘to the oa who have a cause to plead. And” 
thank you for coming here, Mr. Florance. : 

May I say in reference to S. 6 that the committee will work with the? 
stenographer to make sure that all the documents that are connected 
with this particuwar bill are made available and I will, by reference, 
include the list of documents which Mr. Delaney brought with him. 

(Whereupon, at 11:16 a.m., the committee adjourned.) 
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